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Moreover you do not accept in good faith and as seriously
meant, my statement that I did not yefc sufficiently understand
who the thinker was, though I had explained that very assertion.
You also fail to allow my statement that I did not doubt about
that in which the nature of the body consisted, and had assigned
no power of self-movement to it, and had imagined myself to be
a soul after the fashion of wind or flame or something of the
kind, assertions that I then made, deriving them from common
opinion, only in order that I might show them to be false in their
appropriate place.

What warrant have you for saying that nutrition, motion,
feeling etc. are referred by me to the soul, in order that you may
immediately add: / grant this, but what becomes of the distinction
you draw between the soul and the body1 ? The fact is, that shortly
before, I, in express terms, referred nutrition to the body alone, while
motion and sensibility I refer for the most part also to the body,
and ascribe nothing that belongs to them to the soul, save only as
much as consists in thinking.

Next, what grounds have you for saying that there was no need
of such an elaborate mechanism in order to prove that I exist2?
Really these very words of yours give me the best grounds for
believing that my labours have not yet been sufficiently great,
since I have as yet failed to make you understand the matter
rightly. When you say that / could have inferred the same
conclusion from any of my other actions, you wander far from the
truth, because there is none of my activities of which I am wholly
certain (in the sense of having metaphysical certitude, which alone
is here involved), save thinking alone. For example you have no
right to make the inference : / walk, hence I exist, except in so far
as our awareness of walking is a thought; it is of this alone that
the inference holds good, not of the motion of the body, which
sometimes does not exist, as in dreams, when nevertheless I appear
to walk. Hence from the fact that I think that I walk I can very
well infer the existence of the mind which so thinks, but not that
of the body which walks. So it is also in all other cases.

2. Next, with a not infelicitous comedy, you proceed to
question me, no longer as a complete man, but as a soul in
separation from the body; and in so doing you seem to remind
me that these objections proceed not from the mind of an acute

1  Of. above, p. 137, par. 4.

2  Ibid. par. 2.